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As a general rule, it is the amount or value set forth in the damages clause! of the complaint or other initial pleading of the 
plaintiff which determines whether the court has jurisdiction under provisions restricting jurisdiction on the basis of the amount 


in controversy.” The jurisdiction of a court is determined by the amount sought to be recovered and not merely by the amount 


of the actual recovery. 


The pleading threshold to invoke the subject-matter jurisdiction of the circuit court when the complaint is one for money damages 


is not high; the requirement is merely that the amount claimed must be made in good faith.* However, the mere assertion in 
the complaint of an amount exceeding the jurisdictional minimum is not sufficient when the facts alleged do not furnish any 


legal basis for the claim.” 


When a plaintiff fails to specify in the complaint filed in the circuit court the amount of damages it is claiming, that failure 
does not automatically divest the circuit court of jurisdiction; rather, in determining subject-matter jurisdiction, the amount in 


controversy must be ascertained from bases other than the ad damnum clause of the complaint.° 
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Healthcare provider's allegation in suit against insurers seeking no-fault insurance benefits for services provided to 39 
individuals that the amount in controversy exceeded $25,000, with no evidence indicating that the pleading was done in bad 
faith, satisfied jurisdictional threshold for an action before the circuit court. Mich. Comp. Laws Ann. § 600.8301(1). Michigan 
Head & Spine Institute PC v. Auto-Owners Insurance Company, 338 Mich. App. 721, 980 N.W.2d 567 (2021), appeal denied, 
509 Mich. 915, 971 N.W.2d 217 (2022). 
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